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REMARKS 

This Reply is responsive to the Office Action 1 dated January 7, 2010. Claims i , 3, 5-10, 
1 3- i 8, 22-32 and 34-36 were presented for examination and were rejected. Claims 2,4, 11, 12, 
19-21, and 33 were previously canceled. Claims 1, 10, 18, 28, 34 and 35 are independent claims 
and each is amended. Support for the amendments can be found in Applicant's application, as 
filed; for example, see at least paragraphs [0002] and [0004] Claims 1, 3, 5-10, 13-18, 22-32 and 
34-36 are pending. 

The Rejections: 

Claims 1. 3, 5, 9, 28, 30-32, and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being un- 
patentable over Farm et ah, U.S. Patent No. 5,751,789 (referred to hereinafter as "Farm") in 
view of newly-cited Gerszberg et al. s U.S. Patent No. 6/714,534 ( referred to hereinafter as 
"Gerszberg"). 

Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being nn-patentable over Farris in views 
of Gerszberg and well known Prior Art (MPEP 2144.05). 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as being tm-patentabie over Farris in views 
of Gerszberg, and Ehreth U.S. Patent No. 6,246,750 Bl (referred to hereinafter as "Bhreth"). 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being tm-patentable over Farris in views 
of Gerszberg and McKenna et al. U.S. Patent No. 6,829,486 B2 (referred to hereinafter as 
"McKenna"). 



; the O Slice Acikhi may contain a number of state niems characterising \hc cited references amVor the claims which Applicant 
may not xpressi) identify herein Reg ffdkss in v> hetbe; oj m>t ms »uch Mafement is identified herein \pplk at doe* not 
it uiil! ins lb n u i ich nt HKiit mtf t in Hi it. mil i ) m i i t t ell 1 ii fun 

when such claim depend;,, directly or indirectly, from m independent ciaim w hich Applicant deems allowable for reasons 
j v s escetjce t« siich rejection of that dc n ^ , > ^ - , 

previous!) kxiged rejection is moot based on remarks ondoi 
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Claims 10, 17, 18 and 23-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cardina et a!., U.S. 2004/0214569 Al (referred to hereinafter as "Cardina") in view of 
Gerszberg. 

Claims 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cardina 
in views of Gerszberg and Sawada, U.S. 2005/0148315 Al (referred to hereinafter as "Sawada"). 

Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cardina in 
views of Gerszberg and McKenna. 

Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Farris in views 
of Gerszberg and Patron et al, (U.S. 2005/0063333 Al) (referred to hereinafter as "Patron"). 

Claims 13 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cardina in views of Gerszberg and further in view of well known prior art (MPEP 2144.05). 

Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Knight in view 
of Gerszberg. 

Claim 36 is rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Farris in views 
of Gerszberg and Cheng et a! ., U.S. 2002/0187746 (referred to hereinafter as "Cheng" ). 

Applicant respectfully traverses these rejections, at least because the cited references 
taken individually or in any reasonable combination do not disclose or suggest ail claim 
limitations of each pending claim for the following reasons. 

1. Independent Claim 1 : 

"lost connectivity to the wireline network due to a problem in a residence or place of 
business of a network subscriber associated w ith said another wireless transceiver" 
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Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being un-patentabie over Farris 
in view of Gerszberg. Claim I reads on Applicant's Fig. 8 which shows three wireless 
subscribers or three network interface units (NUTs) identified as B, C and D, The wireless 
transceiver for subscriber B (right-hand side of Fig.) is the recited "wireless transceiver." The 
wireless transceiver for subscriber D (left-hand side of Fig.) is the recited "another wireless 
transceiver." The wireless transceiver for subscriber C (center of Fig.) is the recited "no more 
than one other wireless transceiver." 

The Office Action admits that Farris does not disclose all of the subject matter recited in 
the wherein clause of claim 1 . (Office Action, pg 3) The Office Action then alleges that newly- 
cited Gerszberg compensates for the admitted deficiencies of Farris by teaching all of tire subject 
matter recited in that wherein clause and cites "Fig. 25; abstract; col. 20, lines 53-59: col 33, 
lines 34 - col. 34, lines 1-24" (Office Action, pgs 3-4) in support, of the Office Action's position. 

Applicant agrees that Gerszberg's Fig. 25 and a portion of the cited section in columns 
33-34 do disclose a particular wireless relayed-link communication. This communication is 
from Gerszberg's ISD22/1RG22-1 director/gateway via transceiver 2502 wirelessly to 
intermediary (tap) transceiver 2503, and from intermediary (tap) transceiver 2503 wirelessly to 
transceiver 2501 , and from transceiver 2501 via wireline to C-FMP 32-1 and, thereafter via 
wireline to node 61. (See Gerszberg, Fig. 25) However, this particular communication can take 
place only if Gerszberg's direct, link 2506 is not working and only if a failure occurred at tap 60, 
or upstream thereof such as, e.g., between tap 60 and node 61, as explained below. The exact 
words in Gerszberg upon which the Examiner is relying to describe this particular wireless 
relayed-link include: 
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1 1 h.bbu'n remmed tiom 

the network . In this case, if communication pathway 2506 from the LSD/iRG to the C- 
FMP cannot be established, then communication pathway pairs 2505 from transceiver 
2502 to transceiver 2503 may be established and 2504 from transceiver 2503 to 
transceiver 2501 may be established to handle lifeline services when a cabled connection 
from ISD 22 1/1 KG 22-1 to node 61. (Gerszberg, col. 33, line 62 - col. 34, line 2; 
emphasis added) 



This section says that tap 60 can automatically determine or sense when it "has been removed 

from the network" and, in the context of "battery backup" the phrase "has been removed from 

the network" necessarily means that tap 60 is experiencing a loss of primary power, whereupon 

tap 60 can institute its own power via its own battery backup. In other words, tap 60 has a 

dedicated battery to supply backup power if, for whatever reason, primary power is no longer 

supplied to it. l ap 60 is part of the power and communication distribution infrastructure 

deployed by a service provider to service end user customers/subscribers. Thus, tap 60 receives 

its power from an upstream power source, not from downstream, of tap 60. For example, 

consider the fol lowing sections of Gets/berg: 

When a tap is being serviced or repaired, the downstream service is typically interrupted 
for the duration of the service or repair. It is a principle of the present invention to design 
the tap or the service so that "lifeline" support may be provided to a customer over a 
coaxial cable facility . Such a scenario means that both service and power for powering a 
subscriber telephone device may not be interrupted. The tap may be provided for 
example, with a redundant switchable coupler such that one, when taken out-of-servi.ee 
may Umm the othe; icdundant couplet in sen ice and p • < ± hwmirmm 
suhsenhers . (Gerszberg, col. 7, lines 52-63: emphasis added) 



The following discussion discusses how to pass power through each of the different 
components on the cable network. The first discussion will center on the individual tap 
modules and how to pass power from the o» -be •i;5i'i.i:h liv i|> dividual tap modules to the 
homes. In each of the nuh\ idu£ 1 1 1 the cable system has power in the cable at 90 volt 
60 cycle power which is distributed through the center of the coaxial cable whereas the 
signal is distributed along the outer edge of the center coaxial cable in a skin effect since 
the high frequencies are distributed towards the outer edge of the cable, hi passing the 
power through each of the taps, the cable is actually severed at each tap and a circuit 
board is interconnected between the input and output of the tap allowing for the power to 
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be filtered as well as isolation of each, of the individual houses coming off die tap 
providing the high frequency cable system into the house. In the most preferred 
embodiments, the face plate may be removed without affecting power for all downstream 
homes from, the tap. Id this man n ei , hj gh ly lei mhk- pnv> u ^ h ms nnn be utilized to 
pmyide..cmtJnup.ii>..^..ei.du\\ nstre n ! the tap v, hi)e the indh iduai components on the 
tap are being serviced, (Gerszherg, col. 29, lines 37-58; emphasis added) 

These two exemplary Gerszherg sections clearly show that absent any failures, the tap receives 
its primary power b om sources located upstream , and passes that power dow nstream. Therefore, 
this tact constrains the language "removed from the network" included in the phrase: "tap 60 
may have a battery backup and sense when it [the tap] too has been removed from the network" 
appearing in the fust Gerszherg section quoted above to mean that normal power from the tap's 
upstream power source is not being applied to the tap. In other words, the tap 60 battery backup 
is employed as backup voltage when its need is sensed, and that need is sensed when the tap has 
lost normal power, and that normal power, based on the disclosure in Gerszherg comes only 
from a source upstream of die tap. 

Therefore, the particular wireless reiayed-link communication that takes place in 
Gerszherg when tap 60 ' lias been removed from the network" quoted above occurs only if (1) 
wireless link 2506 is not working AND (2) if there is a problem upstream of tap 60 . But., quite 
differently, Applicant's amended claim 1 now recites: "wherein the wireless transceiver is 
configured to relay data from another wireless transceiver that has lost connectivity to the 
wireline network due to a problem m a re^dence of a nci w I ubseriber associated with said 
another wireless transceiver. . ." (Claim 1 , emphasis added) A problem in a residence can never 
be equivalent to a different problem occurring upstream from that residence. 
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Moreover, Gerszberg teaches that its tap lies on the for side of a protector block relative 

to its customer premise, Gerszberg refers to this protector block as defining a demarcation 

between a customer premise (subscriber's residence) and the network. For example: 

Interconnected to the ISD/IRG may be a protectoi block 26 { tot lightning and 
Gvervoltage protection) which is used for impedance matching. The protector block 26 
rj a! t s narca i i Cjisfpn i p i < ; s ! ' ] 1 iUooj ! on 
network, t 'oppe? u\ isted pair and/or coaxial, cable may be utilized to connect the 
protector block and a CA TV headend or a telephone Main Distribution Frame ( M DF) as 
the main transmission medium in the local loop. (Gerszberg; col. 17, lines 8- 15; emphasis 
added) 

This section says that a protector block 26 acts as a place of demarcation between what can be 
considered the customer's premise and what is considered to be the local loop transmission 
network. In Fig. I A of Gerszberg, it shows protector block 26 having 1SD to its left 
(downstream) and having cable 30 to its right (upstream), in Fig. ID, tap 60 is shown to the 
right (further upstream) of cable 30. Therefore., any failure or problem that results in loss of 
primary power to tap 60, which could trigger the particular wireless relayed-link communication 
described above and relied-upon by the Examiner to reject claim 1, is even further upstream of 
tap 60 and can never be the result of a problem in the subscriber's residence, particularly in view 
of Gerszberg's express identification of a demarcation point between network and customer 
premise. 

Applicant submits that loss of wireline connectivity due to a problem in the residence of a 
network subscriber is a clearly different circumstance from loss of wireline connectivity due to a 
problem upstream of Gerszberg's tap. Moreover, in view of the Gerszberg express identification 
of a demarcation point between network and customer premise, even if a connectivity problem, 
i.e., a disconnect, occurs upstream of Gerszberg's tap, its transceiver 2502 is not disconnected 
from the wireline network at least because of Gerszberg's definition of his network. In other 
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words, transceiver 2502 remains wireline connected to the Gerszberg network because it remains 
wireline connected to, and through, cable 30 to tap 60, both of which fall on the network side of 
the protector block. Thus, by Gerszberg's own definition, (col 17, lines 8-15), by transceiver 
2502 remaining wireline connected to cable 30 and tap 60 under power loss conditions, 
transceiver 2502 remains wireline connected to the network, even though this portion of the 
network may be without primary power. Therefore, transceiver 2502 is not "another wireless 
transceiver that has lost connectivity to the wireline network" as recited in clai m 1 . it remains 
connected to the wireline network although, for some reason, application of primary power to die 
tap may have stopped. Notably, when a power outage occurs without any physical break in the 
wireline, transceiver 2502 remains wireline connected to 100% of the wireline network. 

Accordingly, for all of these reasons, "lost connectivity to the wireline network due to a 
problem in a residence or place of business of a network subscriber associated with said another 
wireless transceiver" as recited in claim 1 is not disclosed or suggested by Gerszberg. 

The Office Action (pg 3) admits that Farris does not disclose or suggest: 

"wherein the wireless transceiver is configured to relay data from another wireless 
transceiver that has lost connectivity to the wireline network, said another wireless 
transceiver being connected to said wireless transceiver through no more than one other 
wireless transceiver that has also lost connectivity to the wireline network when said data 
is being relayed, said another and said other wireless transceivers having been wireline- 
connected to the wireline network during normal operation"" 



as recited in claim 1 prior to the current amendment. Further Applicant submits, for reasons 

given above, that Gerszberg does not disclose or suggest: 

"wherein the wireless transceiver is configured to relay data from another wireless 
transceiver that has lost connectivity to the wireline network due to a problem in a 
' j ■ sue oi place of husineNS of a netwoi l il iber u- > lated with said another 

reless tra; ivei rid anothet w ireless transceiver being connected to said wireless 
transceiver through no more than one other wireless transceiver that has also lost 
connectivity to the wireline network when said data is being relayed, said another and 
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said other wireless transceivers having been wireline-connected to the wirel ine network 
during normal operation" (emphasis added) 

as recited in currently amended claim 1, Therefore, Farris and Gerszberg, taken individually or 
in any reasonable combination, do not disclose or suggest the subject matter recited in claim 1. 
For these reasons, Applicant requests that the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection of claim 1 be 
withdrawn and the claim allowed. 

Dependent claims 3 and 5-9, dependent from claim 1, are allowable at least for reasons 
based on their respective dependencies from allowable claim 1. 
IL independent Claim 10: 

"when the wireline connection fails due to a problem inside said premises of said 
network subscriber" 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being an-patentable over 
Cardura in view of Gerszberg. Claim 10 also reads on Applicant's Fig. 8. 

The Examiner admits that Cardina does not disclose "wherein the connection to the 
network service provider is established over a wireless connection relayed from the network 
subscriber through more than one other subscriber..." (Office Action, pg 13) 

The Examiner alleges that Gerszberg teaches subject matter to compensate for the 
admitted deficiencies of Cardina by citing Gerszberg, Fig. 25; abstract; col. 20, lines 53-59; col. 
33, lines 34-col, 34, lines 1-24 which are the same cites provided in the Office Action to support 
the rejection of claim 1 . Applicant incorporates by reference the arguments made above against 
Gerszberg for allowability of claim 1 and submits that Gerszberg does not disclose or suggest: 

when t reline connect , t d- <i it f >» a prohle i n id - d premises t sai< letwork 
1 ; * i irute wireline connection to the network 

service provider over a over a wireless connection relayed from the network subscriber 
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through more than one other network subscriber, one said more than one other network 
subscribes ha ing p rate normal wireline-connectivity to the network service provider, 
said automat 1 ' ,'l v v >tabii hint ? ii clu ung (a) providing wireless-connectivity directly 
between a first transceiver associated with said network subscriber and a second 
transceiver associated with a network subscriber other than said one said more than one 
other network subscriber, and (b) providing wireless connectivity directly between said 
second transceiver and a third transceiver associated with said one said more than one 
other network subscriber" (claim 10, emphasis added) 

as recited in claim 1 0 for reasons that are the same as, or similar to. those reasons given for 

allowability of claim I . Therefore, Cardura and Gerszberg, taken individually or in any 

reasonable combination, do not disclose or suggest the subject matter recited in claim 10. For 

these reasons. Applicant requests that the 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) rejection of claim 10 be withdrawn 

and the claim allowed. 

Dependent claims 13-17, dependent from claim 10, are allowable at least for reasons 

based on their respective dependencies from allowable claim 10. 

Hi. Independent Claim 18: 

"said backup connectivity being provided when said wireline connectivity for said 
one node is lost due to a problem hi said residence or said place of business 4 " 

Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as allegedly being im-patentable over 
Cardina in view of Gerszberg, Claim 1 8 also reads on Applicant's Fig. 8. 

The Examiner admits that Cardina does not disclose "wherein said back up network 
connectivity is implemented by wirelessly relaying data directly from a first transceiver in said 
one node to a second transceiver in another node in the plurality of networks nodes which had an 
active wireline connection to the network service prov ider, said second transceiver being 
wirelessly connected directly to a third transceiver in yet another node in the plurality of nodes 
that has an active wireline connection to the network sendee provider." (Office Action, pg 16} 
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The Examiner then alleges that Get ; 'bet : tea* ! te ubject matter to compensate for the 
admitted deficiencies of Cardina by citing Gerszberg, Fig. 25; abstract; col. 20, lines 53-59; col, 
33, lines 34-col. 34, lines 1-24 which are the same cites provided in the Office Action to support 
the rejection of claim 1 . Applicant incorporates by reference the arguments made above against 
Gerszberg for allowability of claim 1 and submits that Gerszberg does not disclose or suggest. 

"providing backup network connectivity to said one node for a network subscriber having 
a residence or place of business, sa I backup coin j < 1 ng_ >_ i when said 
wireline connectivity for said one node is lost due to a. problem i n said residence or said 
pi.aS?...ofjiusjuess via a wireless network by wirelessiy relaying data directly bom a first 
transceiver in said one node to a second transceiver in another node in the plurality of 
network nodes which had an active wireline connection to the network service provider, 
said second transceiver being wirelessiy connected directly to a third transceiver in yet 
another node in the plurality of nodes that has an active wireline connection to the 
network service provider" (claim 18, emphasis added) 

as recited in claim 18 for reasons that are the same as, or similar to, those reasons given for 

allowability of claim 1 , Therefore, Cardina and Gerszberg, taken individually or in any 

reasonable combination, do not disclose or suggest claim 18, For these reasons. Applicant 

requests that the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection of claim 1 8 be withdra wn and the claim allowed. 

Dependent claims 22-27, dependent from claim 18, are allowable at least for reasons 

based on their respective dependencies from allowable claim 18. 

IV. Independent Claim 28: 

"when connectivity on the one of the wireline connections fails due to a problem in a 
residence or place of business of said corresponding subscriber" 

Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §I03(a) as allegedly being un-patentable over Farris 
>r iev\ of Get berg < laim l> al ■ t ?ad 1 i Vpplscans s Fig - 

The Examiner admits that Farris does not disclose "wherein the wireless transceiver is 
configured to relay data directly from another wireless transceiver in another NIU to which its 
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respective one of said wireline connection lias failed, the another wireless transceiver relaying 
said data directly from yet another transceiver in yet another Nil) that is w ireline-connected to 
the wireline network." (Office Action, pg 6} 

The Examiner then alleges that Gerszberg teaches subject matter to compensate for the 
admitted deficiencies of Farm by citing Gerszberg, Fig. 25; abstract; col. 20, Hoes 53-59; col. 
33, lines 34-col. 34, lines 1-24 which are the same cites provided in the Office Action to support 
the rejection of claim 1 . Applicant incorporates by reference the arguments made above for 
allowability of claim 1 and submits that Gerszberg does not disclose or suggest: 

""a switch coupled to the wireless transceiver and to one of the 

wireline connections, the switch providing data from the one of the wireline 

connections to a corresponding subscriber of the network during normal 

operation of the one of the wireline connections and the switch providing data 

from the wireless transceiver to the corresponding subscriber of the network 

when connectivity on u e o ie of the vuiehne ioi t t ctions ' ads due to a problem in a 

residence or place of business of said corresponding subscriber;" (claim 28, emphasis 

added) 

as recited in claim 28 for reasons that are the same as, or similar to. those reasons given for 
allowability of claim 1 . Therefore, Farm and Gerszberg, taken individually or in any reasonable 
combination, do not disclose or suggest claim the subject matter recited in claim 28. For these 
reasons, Applicant requests that the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection of claim 28 be withdrawn and 
the claim allowed. 

Dependent, claims 29-32 and 36, dependent from claim 28, are allowable at least for 
reasons based on their respective dependencies from allowable claim 28. 
V. Independent Claim 34: 

"when said first wireline communication fails due to a problem inside premises of 
said first network subscriber " 
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Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being un-paten table over 
Knight in view of Gerszberg. Claim 34 also reads on Applicant's Fig, 8. 

The Examiner admits that Knight does not disclose "wirelessly relaying data indirectly 
between two nodes through a third node associated with a third network subscriber, said one 
node having a first transceiver, said other node having a second transceiver and said third node 
having a third transceiver, wherein wirelessly relaying data includes said first transceiver 
wireless communicating directly with said third transceiver and said third transceiver wirelessly 
communicating directly with said second transceiver." (Office Action, pg 22) 

The Examiner then alleges that Gerszberg teaches subject matter to compensate for the 
admitted deficiencies of Knight by citing Gerszberg, Fig. 25; abstract; col. 20, lines 53-59; col 
33, lines 34-eol, 34, lines 1-24 which are the same cites provided in the Office Action to support 
the rejection of claim 1 . (Office Action, pg 22) Applicant, incorporates by reference the 
arguments made above against Gerszberg for allowability of claim J and submits that Gerszberg 
does not disclose or suggest; 



"providing i - . . - i ^mmnnication fails due to a problem inside 

premises of said first network subscriber, substitute wireline communication for said first 
network subscriber by way of said second wireline communication by wirelessly relaying 
data indirectly between two nodes through a third node associated with a third network 
subscriber with failed wireline communication, one of said two nodes located in or on 
said premises of said first network subscriber and the other of said two nodes located in 
or on premises of said second network subscriber, said other of said two nodes relaying- 
said data with said network service provider over a wireline otherwise normally carrying 
only said second wireline communication, said one node having a first transceiver, said 
other node having a second transceiver and said third node having a third transceiver, 
wherein said wireless!) e « rst transceiver wirelessly 

communicating directly with said third transceiver and said third transceiver wirelessly 
communicating directly with said second transceiver." (claim 34, emphasis added) 

as recited in claim 34 for reasons that are the same as, or similar to, those reasons gi ven for 

allowability of claim 1 . Therefore, Knight and Gerszberg, taken individually or in any 
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reasonable combination, do not disclose or suggest the subject matter recited in. claim 34. For 
these reasons, Applicant requests that the 35 U.S.C § 103(a) rejection of claim 34 be withdrawn 
and the claim alb wed. 
VL independent Claim 35: 

"wherein the wireless transceiver is configured to exchange said other data from 
another wireless transceiver that has lost wireline connectivity to the network due to 
a problem in a home or place of business of a network subscriber associated with 
said another wireless transceiver " 

Claim 35 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being nn-patentable over Farris 
in view of Gerszberg. Claim 35 also reads on Applicant's Fig. 8. 

The Examiner admits that Farris does not disclose "wherein the wireless transceiver is 
configured to exchange said other data from another wireless transceiver that has lost wireline 
connectivity to the network, said another wireless transceiver being wireline connected directly 
to a third wireless transceiver that has also lost, wireline connectivity to the network, said third 
wireless transceiver being wirelessly connected directly to said wireless transceiver when said, 
other data is being exchanged." (Office Action, pg 9) 

The Examiner then alleges that Gerszberg teaches subject matter to compensate for the 
admitted deficiencies of Farris by citing Gerszberg, Fig. 25; abstract; col. 20, lines 53-59; col. 
33, lines 34-col. 34, lines 1-24 which are the same cites provided in the Office Action to support 
the rejection of claim L {Office Action, pgs 9-10) Applicant incorporates by reference the 
arguments made above for allowability of claim 1 and submits that Gerszberg does not disclose 
or suggest: 

herein the wireless t i i gj i ^exe] ge said oth a. anotl 

ujnic^iuH^^ vireline nnv v?h!', t > y, t , <^i-- due to a problem in 

i hoi or pig r husine met k sub 1 t x-iated with 1 ti virek 
transceiver , said another wireless transceiver being wirelessly connected directly to a 
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third said wireless transceiver thai has also lost wireline connectivity to the network, said 
third wireless transceiver being wirelessly connected directly to said wireless transceiver 
when said other data is being exchanged" (claim 35, emphasis added) 

as recited in claim 35 for reasons that are the same as, or similar to, those reasons given for 

allowability of claim 1 . Therefore, Farris and Gerszberg, taken individually or in any reasonable 

combination, do not disclose or suggest the subject matter of claim 35. For these reasons, 

Applicant requests that the 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) rejection of claim 35 be withdrawn and the claim 

allowed. 

Applicant does not acquiesce in the combinability of these references. Applicant reserves 
its rights to present full arguments rebutting these reference-combinations in subsequent 
responses if need be. Applicant views its remarks as sufficient to overcome the rejections of all 
pending claims. 2 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the Remarks, reconsideration and allowance of the pending claims are 
respectfully requested, h is respectfully submitted that all claims and, therefore, this application 
are in condition for allowance and prompt passage to issue is respectfully requested. 



~ As Applicant's remarks with respect to the Examiner' < rejections arc sufi'teieta to overcome thee rejections, Applicant's 
silence as to assertions by the Examiner t» the Office Action ot cettain requirements am may be applicable to such rejections, 
(e.g , whether a rehaence: consiifities peer at1. iiioluaHiea) to ceanbitr I a 

concession by Applicant that sueti a-cseitioti* ate accurate m sutt rctfuu«nic»te have been met. and Applicant teserves the rigiti So 
analyze and iispnte such fism1km% : Krjr(iremfiijts i» the Rtawe. 
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To the extent necessary, a petition for extension of time under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136 is 
hereby made, the fee for which should be charged to deposit account number 07-2347. Please 
charge any other fees due, or credit any overpayment made to that account 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date: April 7, 2010 /Joel Wall, Reg. No. 25.648/ 

Joel Wall 

Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 25,648 

Eddy Valverde, Patent Paralegal 
VerizonPatent Management Group 
1 320 North Courthouse Road, 9 th Floor 
Arlington, VA 2220! -2909 
703-351-3032 

CUSTOMER NO. 25,537 
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